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CALFED PCT WORKSHOP

MARCH 22, 1996

GROUP 4 - Alternatives: C, E, E, H, I

(NOTE: Alternative s#cally referred m is indicated in bold)

SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS BASED ON INITIAL DISCUSSION OF
ALL ALTERNATIVES

Iso]ated facilities are of corteem due to water qaality impacts ~o NBA, CCWD, and
Delta mtmicipal users; Southern Ca!it’omia users have more flexibility. C +al!
alternatives with isolated facilities
Multipl~ diversion points will improved S0,emmento River water quality by providing
flexibility at low flow times. C
Is 100k acre-feet of San Joaqum Kiver flow adequate? C E
Avoid damaging NI~A .slotlghs (valued smelt habitat). C
Focus on degraded areas or most easily restored areas? E
Must decrease velocities in South Delta; extend North Delta improvemems further into
be Delta. E
For ground water recharge ¢omponen~ must avoid hot spots of ground water
eomamirmtion in San Jo,~quin Valley (~.t-,.. Modesto. Made~). E
All alternatives must change etm’em San Joaquin River reverse flow ,scenario (via
Isolated facility).

Defiaae the habim, t-fish linkage;,.~ew ~ p~bler~.. ,b,y not being able to quantify fish
improvements; tttere are more nan mreats tnart wltdlife
For in-D, Ita ~torage eomponertts, indicate, the change to wate~- quality with proposal and
how it differs from the Della Wetlands proposal (e.g. meret~ry and organies~same with
~arming vs. storag, ordyT; rice storag,-any similar water quality concerns a~q wittl
Delta? entrainme.lX issues?). H
Seleel~d storage islands sho~ald avoid coutaminated soils. F
Key criteria for all air,natives is the ability to store duririg high flow times
Peak flows providing flushing benefits downstream must be considered. F
I may have ~e best ¢eosystem benelits and pe~aps best flood control benefits
Skim nfi~ the flood control portion of the existing reservoirs {e.g. Shasta, Oroville) and
~pply to new wes~ side reservoirs. I
Advantages ot~ ship channel and Yolo Bypoz~ ¢omportertts sl~ould bo included. I

Extend I south of Clifton Court to con~bute to the 100k acre-f~et or" San Joattuin River
flow.
Storage at the top of the system may have. the 1,ast b~,nefit; but I may hav~ the best
economic benefit
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DISCUSSION OF ALL FIVE ALTERNATIVES USING EVALUATION
FACTORS

(NOTE: A.~snmptions made for ranking armlysis are indicated here)

Drinking and Recreational Water Ouality

¯ Nee~ clarificatioa of where CCWD fits into goographiea! groups (add west .Dalt~?
inelade in South Delta or Exports?). Flip the percentages beeattse exporters have more
resources to deal with water quality problems (60% north Delta).

¯ Salinity (Bromide) is primary concern because of upcoming regulation changes.
¯ Known and mordtored toxies are of minimal concern.
¯ TOC is still a big issue to Met
¯ Assumption: South Delta -- Contra Costa Water District

North Delta = North Bay Aqueduct
Pathogens thv only w&y to reduce pathoSens is to dlverr flow a.¢ far upstream on
Sacramento River as possible; houseboats are a major contributor of pathogens
Any alternative avoiding San Joaquin River and Delta pdluumt~ is bett~r7
l~rom]cle,- big regulatory problem to address in future; expensive to deal with and it will
limit utility treatment options; salinity from Bay is greater concern than San Joaquin
Rivar contributions,

¯ If CCWD ta~n oat of South DeI~ most of the water quality problems are reduced.
¯ A~sumption: I must ~e hooked up to ¢CWD’s 2 diversions (other South 1~1~

drinking water di.vert~rs remain a problem)
¯ ppm/ri~s!gte, don’t m~an much
¯ It" m~raJafi.ng Suisun flow~, w~r quality sfi11 impaet~l
¯ Asmmption: Alternative with storage will improve flow (and ~herefore wa~ quality

benefits)
¯ .4.~umptlon: All alternatives ma~st have. storage
¯ E and g takes more water to maintain current flows due to spreading effect?
¯ TOC is function of ag drains - alternative.s diverting t~rther up on the Sacramento River

will d~moastmte improvement
.4~mmption: Peat is managed. H
Hard tO t~ll if NBA TOC level~ will chax~e; CCWD may be neutral
Assumption: Altern~tive with pollutant source controls and pollutant flow
management, and storage along the way, will allhave improvements to: turbi~ty,
taxies, and nutrients.
Stoekton ship channel still experiences DO problems- All alternatives should address
through the 100k acre-feet flow componeut

¯ South Delta water hyacinth problem is ,also a recreational water quality issue
¯ Assumption: Aesthetics not only includes aIgae ~md Taste & Odor concerns, but also

submerged aquatic, exotics like. water hyaciuth
A ~parate performance measure is needed for recreational aesthetic quality
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Agricultural and Industrial Water Quality

* Ind/ag water quality percentages slanted towards agricultural regions
¯ Byp~sing Ddta (via isolamA fac{lit~e.~) decreases quality of watex remaining for ag. (if

no storage). E

, SDWAgency impac~ts g~v~m~’ tTDS, mlts, boron) from atl almrr~tive.,s

* Connect Ag to west side canal to improve watar quality. I

Return flow salinity reapplied to ag is a greater problem with E because ,of the
spreading which results in lower flows. (note: clarity is needed on this 1~..- g~up
was confused as to whether E and F’s habitat components result in a "spreading’ of
wzttcr across land ~ enlarged channels or wetland areas, thus increasing the quat~tity
of carriage water needed ~o maintain current flows).
Agricultural ’hind buy out component will lmve beneficial impact (idl thr~ have 300k
acres except I which has 70k acres)

* Focus on parameters of concern
- Nuld~ and Central Delta water quality will not degrade,.with E
,, Assumption: Stored water to be used to improve water quality for C, F, I; specific

bereft to North and Central D~Im
Llrge storage benefits Weste.m .Pm.lt~. C, I

Reduce Water Supply Conflicts

-Exports
. Export (75%) vs. Delta (25%) ~rcentages subjective
~ Capability to move wa~r more important to Delta users. Switch the 50°h and the 35%.
¯ Big storsgs will do bett,r. C, g, I
¯ Isolation faciliti~ offer flexibility; carriage water requirements change between year

types. C, H, I
¯ CoMunctive use (s.g. E) should be a basic e]ern,m of all alternatives.
¯ Assmption: For rating of dry year conditions, it is assumed that conjunctive u~ is

part of all alternatives
* Average year not influenced by conjunctive use
,, Assumption: Storage available during average ye~s for use
* E~scnfial ~icmcnt,, of th¢,e altcrrmtivoa m,c standing out for inclusion irx all o.lrimmtive~
¯ Multiple diversion locations are valuable to all altemative^s with isolation conveyance
, If water available, year-round export may be allowed with I

-D~lta Dry Y~lir Inflow
Assumption: Keep Sacramsmo River flows the same (average) and use new storage
for flows                            ’

¯ If morn water stored south of Delva, then H storago can be beneficial (can 1~ used in-

t F requites more Sacramento River flows to ~e detriment 0f rest of Delta flows
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-Delta Average Year Inflow
, What am impacts from isolated fac~!i~s to downastmam flows?
* Assumption: Average annual outflow the same, but low flows higher with storage.

Must have storage to collect peak flows for minimal impacts.
* Value is timing of availability-storage and
* Water would be available for Cemral Delta with F

-Opportunities for Delta Diversions
* Same ia~ucs for South Delta a~ identified under water quality for ag]indu~trial

Wetland/Upland Habitat

.Upstream: Wetland and Riparian
¯ Val~ from core actions or environmental mod~le overshadows alternatives
,,, Greater habitat b~aefits to riparian with 1 ~nd F
¯ Assumption: I can release to wetlands
¯ Upstream wetlands enhancements should be essential element

¯ Delta Riparian
¯ Ishmd habitat along lovo~s beneficial in H
¯ Setback 1evens of E beneficial because of extent of improvement but not a big deal

-Delta Terrestrial and Non.tidal Wetlands
¯ Very similar char’acmristics
¯ Ddta non-tidal wetland definition oorduaing (behind levees is terrestrial, channels am

tidal if within "Delta")

Aquatic Habitat

(Note: rating charts war, not fill~d out- refer t~ this text for evaluation)
¯ Conveyance of wat, r throag.h natural channels is NOT !:~rmficiaI. I-l~st; H & C-

s~eond best; rest- no benefit
Key issues with aquatic habitat: diversions, not enough water, OlX:rations patterns,
pumps
Tl~re may be other alternatives to consider such as use of Yolo Bypass (pr¢viously
mention~ here). This new alternatiw is mx iu~mxediatc low1- not as extensive a~ I.
Key components:

-capture seasonal flows in bypass
-enhance habitat and restore to sort-of natural conditions
-intal~ at Sut-ter Bypass

MISCELLANEOUS COMMENTS

Rebuild islands concept issues:
-stop subsidence with p~nn~nent flooding and allow regrowth
-seismic event would wipe out improvements
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-water on both sicl~s of l~vse, s provides support to levees¯ -rule growth is low protein
-raosquito~s

Must ¢ontinu~ to maintain R~o VisUt water quality flows

TOTAL P.006
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